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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -36 are presented for examination. 

The Declaration under 37 CFR 1 .132 filed 1 1/24/2009 is sufficient to overcome 
the rejection of claims 1-36 based upon 35 U.S.C. 103(a) Paver in view of Symes. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Grisenthwaite. Prosecution is hereby 
reopened. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-9, 11-15, 17-24, 26-30, 32-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Grisenthwaite et al., US Patent Application Publication 
2002/0065860 (hereinafter Grisenthwaite). 

2. As per claim 1 , Grisenthwaite teaches: 

A method of executing an instruction comprising: receiving residual data of a first 
image and decoded pixels of a second image (examiner notes that the name of data 
received is not given much, if any, patentable weight because it has no effect on the 
process as claimed, Grisenthwaite teaches receiving residual and decoded data such 
as pixel/image data at para. [0129]); zero-extending a plurality of unsigned data 
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operands of the decoded pixels producing a plurality of unpacked data operands (see 
e.g. fig. 4, 5, operands can be zero extended such as by sign/zero extending and 
masking circuit 10 to produce unpacked data); adding a plurality of signed data 
operands of the residual data to the plurality of unpacked data operands producing a 
plurality of signed results (see e.g. para. [0129], values are added to produce results 
which can be signed); saturating the plurality of signed results producing a plurality of 
unsigned results (see e.g. para. [0129], signed results are then saturated to an 
unsigned result). 

*Examiner's note* A recitation of an intended use, such as processing data of a 
certain name or origin, must result in a structural or functional difference between the 
claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claim. The origin of bits of data, or the abstract name 
given to them, does not change the fact that the data are still a series of bits, and 
therefore the claimed method is taught by prior art which performs the claimed method 
on bits of data which are capable of representing an image, pixels, etc.. This 
interpretation of data is consistent with applicant's specification, which describes 
performing operations on bits of data (see e.g. page 12, "the residual data is typically 
16-bit signed data", ". . .a previously decoded frame saturated to 8-bit unsigned limits). 
3. As per claim 2, Grisenthwaite teaches: 
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The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the residual data comprises data 
results from an inverse discrete cosine transform (DCT) operation and the second 
image comprises a previously decoded video frame (see e.g. para. [0129]). 

4. As per claim 3, Grisenthwaite teaches: 

The method as recited in claim 1, wherein the second image is an earlier 
decoded block from a same video frame as the first image (see e.g. para. [0129], the 
data is capable of being from any image). 

5. As per claim 4, Grisenthwaite teaches: 

The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the zero-extending, the adding and the 
saturating are part of a video estimation function (see e.g. para. [0129], motion 
estimated value). 

6. As per claim 5, Grisenthwaite teaches: 

The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the zero-extending, the adding and the 
saturating are part of a video compensation function (see e.g. para. [0129], motion 
compensation). 

7. As per claim 6, Grisenthwaite teaches: 

The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the instruction is a Single- 
Instruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) instruction (see e.g. para. [0014]). 

8. As per claim 7, Grisenthwaite teaches: 

The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the method comprises executing a 
Single-lnstruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) instruction (see e.g. para. [0014]). 

9. As per claim 8, Grisenthwaite teaches: 
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The method as recited in claim 1, wherein the method is performed utilizing 
Single-lnstruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) circuitry (see e.g. para. [0014]). 

1 0. Claims 9, 11-13 are rejected for reasons corresponding to those given above for 
claims 1-2, 5, 6. 

1 1 . Claims 14-15 are rejected for reasons corresponding to those given above for 
claim 1. 

12. As per claim 1 7, Paver in view of Symes teaches: 

The apparatus as recited in claim 14, wherein selection controls for the first 
plurality of multiplexers is according to a qualifier specified in a Single- 
Instruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) instruction (see e.g. para. [0014]). 

1 3. As per claim 18, Paver in view of Symes teaches: 

The apparatus as recited in claim 14, wherein configuration of the first plurality of 
multiplexers, the plurality of adders, and the plurality of saturation units is selected 
according to microcode identified by a Single-lnstruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) 
instruction (see e.g. para. [0014], the type of instruction causes certain units to be 
used). 

14. As per claim 1 9, Paver in view of Symes teaches: 

The apparatus as recited in claim 14, wherein configuration of the first plurality of 
multiplexers, the plurality of adders, and the plurality of saturation units is selected 
according to decode logic and a Single-lnstruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) instruction (see 
e.g. para. [0014], the type of instruction causes certain units to be used). 
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1 5. As per claim 20, Paver in view of Symes teaches: 

The apparatus as recited in claim 14, wherein the first plurality of multiplexers, 
the plurality of adders, and the plurality of saturation units form a Single- 
Instruction/Multiple-Data (SIMD) instruction execution circuit (see e.g. para. [0014). 

16. Claims 21 -22 are rejected for reasons corresponding to those given above for 
claims 2, 5. 

1 7. Claims 23, 24, 26-29 are rejected for reasons corresponding to those given 
above for claims 14, 15, 17-22. 

18. Claims 30, 32-36 are rejected for reasons corresponding to those given above for 
claims 14, 15, 17-22. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grisenthwaite in view of Paver, US Patent Application Publication 2002/0083311 
(hereinafter Paver). 

1 9. As per claim 1 0, Grisenthwaite fails to explicitly teach performing an OR 
operation on the result data, and storing the result data in a single register. 

Paver teaches performing an OR operation on data and storing it in a single 
register (see e.g. fig. 5) 

Grisenthwaite teaches performing OR operations (see e.g. fig. 3C OR gates). 

Examiner asserts the performing an OR operation on two data elements is 
extremely common in the art. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Grisenthwaite and Paver to 
perform an OR operation on two data elements and store the result in a single register. 
This would have incorporated the known functionality of performing an OR operation in 
order to achieve the predictable result of creating a value given by the result of 
performing an OR operation on two elements. 
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20. Claims 16, 25, 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Grisenthwaite in view of Paver, US Patent Application Publication 2002/008331 1 
(hereinafter Paver). 

21 . As per claim 1 6, Grisenthwaite teaches: 
The apparatus as recited in claim 14, 

Grisenthwaite fails to explicitly teach wherein the plurality of adders comprises 
four 16-bit adders. 

Nojiri teaches a plurality of adders as four 16-bit adders (see e.g. col. 3 lines 43- 

50). 

Grisenthwaite teaches performing add operations (see e.g. fig. 4). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the teachings of Grisenthwaite and Nojiri to use a plurality of adders 
as four 16-bit adders. This would have incorporated the known functionality of 
performing an add operation on known 16-bit data to achieve the predictable result of 
adding four sets of 16-bit values. 

22. Claims 25, 31 are rejected for reasons corresponding to those given above for 
claim 16. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-36 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN LINDLOF whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1024. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Eddie P Chan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2183 



John Lindlof 
(571)270-1024 



